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American Chemistry Council (ACC)

 Represents the leading companies 

engaged in the business of chemistry

 ACC members are committed to improved 

environmental, health and safety 

performance through Responsible Care®

 See americanchemistry.com for more 

details

2

https://www.americanchemistry.com/


Improvements and Clarification Needed 

Nomination Process

Assessment Handbook

Plans to move away from “one size fits all”

Approaches to facilitate the incorporation of new 
science in assessments & decision making?
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Ensure that any chemical assessment procedure and 

methodologies conform to the scientific standards 

established under the LCSA



Clarification Needed

 What is the process for 

prioritization of chemicals? 

 How do the draft assessment plans 

fit into this process?

 Chloroform in 2015 Multi-year 

agenda ?

 Are there plans to revise the IRIS 

agenda?

Recommendations for Improvement

 Prioritizes should be based on clear 

regulatory need 

 Opportunity for public comment on 

priorities should allowed

 Agenda should be updated regularly 

to illustrate when priorities change

Chemical Prioritization and Nomination
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Clarification Needed

 When will the draft handbook be released?

 Will the draft handbook be available for the CAAC to 

review?

 Will the draft handbook be available for public comments?

Recommendations for Improvement

 Draft handbook should be released for public comment

 Draft handbook should undergo review by the CAAC

 Final handbook should incorporate comments from the public 

and CAAC

 No assessments should be released unless they clearly 

demonstrate how they conform with the final handbook

Assessment Handbook
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Clarification Needed

 How will EPA decide if screening level assessment versus a 

more involved assessment is needed?

 Are the data needs different depending on the type of 

assessment conducted?

 Is there criteria for this approach?

Recommendations for Improvement

Clearly define the different types of assessment the program 

will conduct

Clearly define the data required for each assessment type

Move away from “one-size-fits-all”
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Clarification Needed

 When will EPA release a draft protocol? Will it include the process that EPA 

will use to:

 Evaluate study quality for each stream of evidence?

 Use the study quality information to integrate data to reach conclusions?

 Will the agency release a weight of evidence framework for assessments?

 How will EPA keep up-to-date on current publications for use in its 

assessments and how will this information be shared with the public?

Recommendations for Improvement

 Identify what considerations are needed to determine a study to be of high, 

medium or low quality. 

 Identify study quality characteristics and describe how each of the studies 

meets, or does not meet, these criteria (e.g. for animal data, such criteria 

could include a clear evaluation of study design, sample size, statistical power, 

and the dose response and exposure characterization)

 Discuss how the quality evaluation influenced a study’s use in the weight of 

evidence evaluation

Approaches to Incorporate New Science
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